be written, or printed in any other Bookes then this. For of this my collection the reader, as touchyng those, maie at the least take this vtilitee and profite, that whereas before he mought have doubted, whether soche remedies sette foorthe by an other manne, were true or not, he shall bee now assured, vnder the affirmaunce of my faithe: For truely, I should not sette my self (beeyng in the age, and disposition, bothe of bodie and mynde, that I am nowe in) to write fables or lies, that should continue aLwaies. But of one poyncte I wille aduertise the reader, and that is, that he dooe the thynges with good diligence, and that in medecines concernynge mannes body. he vse the ayde and helpe of phisitions: Although in dede many of theim, moued with a certaine rustick, and euyll grounded enuie, with a passion of Jalousy, are want to blame and contempne thinges that come not of them selves. Wherefore. as wel in this, as in euerye other pointe, if he that will vse these, should perchaunce finde, that the thing would not take effecte according to his contentation, lette him beware that he abuse not him self in the confection of them, and to beginne againe with more diligence. Assuringe him selfe, that (as I have sayd) there is nothing in this boke but is true and experimented. Annd geving alwayes glory and praise vnto god onely for all, have a good hope, that, by meane of his divine grace, I will consequently make you a present of the rest of all that I have gotten in so manye trauayles, voyages, costes, and diligente studye.
Farewell.
In this statement two dates are involved, the author's age, and the year of writing. The author was 82 years and 7 months old when the adventure which he relates befell him, When did he first publish this narrative ? Postponing criticism of this question to the bibliography, let it be assumed that the book took six months to prepare and print, and let it also be assumed that it did not appear before 1555. Alexis would be by that time in his 84th year and must therefore have been born about 1471. In the book there is confirmation both of the date and of Alexis' statements. The allusions may be taken in chronological order.
The following is the earliest date I have noticed. Alexis would be 33 or 34 years old, by the above calculation. Speaking of the plague he furnishes a number of receipts against it. Of one of them-a rather " scunnersome" mixture-he says: " Et fu prouato nella inclita Citta di Venezia 1504, per Mattio calegaro che staua a Santa Sofia, & prouollo sopra a se & sua mogliere." " It was tried in the renowned city of Venice in 1304, by Matteo Calegaro who dwelt at Santa Sofia and proved it on himself and his wife."' Among the preparations of inost worth is the " oil of a red-haired dog," the constituents and preparation of which are detailed with great minuteness. The dog wvas to be seethed whole in the oil till it fell to pieces and with it were then to be mingled scorpions, worms, various plants, hog's and ass's marrow and a number of other things in a definite order, and the ointment or oil thus got was endowed with important virtues. Three cures by it are mentioned. A man of Alexis' acquaintance found much ease from it in an attack of gout.
" And the said griefe returning againe foure times at sondrie times, yet anoynting himselfe therewith three times (as is aforesayde) the paine came vnto hym no moore in the space of three yeares that wee were in Rome together, which was the year 1514. And thys man was called Diego, a Portugall, and dwelte at the mount Jordan. Sith that Tyme, being gone to V'enise and from thence into Leuaunt, I have heard nothynge of him."2
The Italian original, however, gives a glimpse of the author and his friend which the translator has unkindlv left out-Diego was a notary and Alexis did not know 1 Ex Ed. Pesaro, 1557, f. 45 vreso. In the English translation (1558, f. 38. recto) 
all about Mattio
Calegaro is omitted and only the place and date are given. 2 The Secretes of Alexis. English, 1558, f. 18 whether he was alive or dead " but may be be happy wherever he is, for he was indeed a most worthy man and of irreproachable life." Alexis therefore went back to Venice from Rome, probably to get a ship going to the East.
There seems to be no doubt as to his having gone to the Levant from Venice, for he had, while there, another opportunity of testing the curative power of this same ointments. He says:
" As I came from Jerusalem in the yeare 1518 in a shippe, of the whiche the maister was called Peter de Chioggia, we were set vpon by fiue foystes of Pirates, on this side Corphu, and one of the mariners so attainted with the stroke of a gonne that he had his arme brused and broken, and with the same blowe and another hurt in the brest."'l Where he was going to on this voyage does not appear, but the next we hear of him is that he was in Syria in 1521,2 and there learned that the " great Lordes of the Moores" used a piece of red hot gold laid on the place to prevent the growth of hair on their children. He seems therefore to have stopped in the East for some years, travelling about, for he was at Aleppo in 1523, and there saw a man, a Milanese, who had the plague, and who had boils on his thigh and arm, cured by the use of a powder of ivy berries.3 Nothing more is vouchsafed by Alexis as to his whereabouts for twenty years, and then we find that he had returned to Italy. The notice, though brief, is a most important one. It relates to a decoction of plants, which is excellent for a " stitch in the side, or pleuritike Apostumes." ' " This water," he says, " was given me at Bolonia, the yeare 1543, of a gentilman, called Girolamo Russelli, with the which, the same yeare, he was healed of the same disease." Once more, there is an account of a third wonderful cure by the " oil of a red dog" already mentioned. A monk of the order of S. Onuphrio, had his left arm sapless so that it looked exactly like the stump of a branch of a tree. Alexis had it rubbed with the oil in the sun until it dried in and after fifty-six days treatment the arm began to show signs of improvement. Nine days later the arm was as full of flesh as the other. This was in the summer of 1547, but no place is mentioned.5
The year following, 1548, Alexis was back again at Venice and there saw the effects of a certain water in healing wounds. The servant of a noble man, called Leonello Pio de Carpe, received a dagger wound on the instep, and it was rapidly healed by the application of a little of this water.' There are other references in the book to foreign countries which presumably Alexis visited, but as they are vague and are unaccompanied by dates, they are of no value as biographical data.
Finally about the year 1553 or 1554 he was in Milan and met with the adventure which he says -led to writing his book and in 1555, according to Brunet, it was published. The year after, he was in Venice, and undertook the revision of the first part of his book. The bearing of this will be considered more particularly in the second section of this paper. It is also said that he died in 1565-but so far as I know, there is no authority for that date. 1 Pesaro, 1557 , f. 21, verso, English 1558 , f. 18, recto. 2 Pesaro, 1557 , f. 92, recto. English 1558 , f. 80 recto. 3 Pesaro, 1557 , f. 49, verso. English 1568 , f. 42, recto. 4 Pesaro, 1557 There can be no question that all this hangs perfectly well together. If one looks very closely into the few facts that are available, one may detect a flaw here and there which rather adds to their genuineness and spontaneity. Thus Alexis in his address says he never stayed more than five months in a place during his travels, and yet he speaks of residing three years in Rome. I would attach little importance to such a discrepancy, for after all Alexis may not have intended his "five months " to be taken strictly, or to apply except to foreign countries. It seems to me also, that he leaves too little time for the composition of his book. That, however, rather confirms the view that be was working in an offhand and natural way without other design than to acquaint the reader with how it came to pass that he wrote the book at all. Even that objection he has partly anticipated by saying that the book was composed in a great hurry and sent with all its defects to be printed.
The most important item of the whole, in the light of what I shall bring forward presently, is the statement under date 1543, that he got from Girolamo Ruscelli, in Bologna, a draught good for " pleuriticke aposthumes." Such then is the biographical sketch which we gather from Alexis himself, arid it has been accepted without question by most of the subsequent writers I have consulted. When, moreover, a subsequent preface by Alexis referring to the publication of the book is considered -a preface about the accuracy of which there can hardly be a doubt-it is difficult to refuse credence to the address of Alexis.
And yet I personally cannot help feeling that there is a false note in it; that while the facts are not discordant, the words of the preface and the spirit of it are so, distinctly. In the account of his studies, journeys and acquisition of knowledge from the humblest sources, there is such a curious resemblance to what Paracelsus tells about himself that one may be struck at least by the coincidence even if one grant that it may be fortuitous, and that Alexis independently followed the same methods, and did not simply copy Paracelsus' statement. But my hesitation to accept the story arises rather from the tone of the address to the reader as a whole. There is in it a self-glorification and a self-abasement which tally only in so far as one extreme is apt to beget its opposite. He feels the responsibility of the patient's death, but the remorse is enhaloed with a certain pride, that he, if any man, had the secret that would have effected the required cure. The consequient and immediate change from secrecy to publicitv; from travelling for a life-timne all over the world to settling down in a lonely lodging; from mixing with all classes of people on those journeys to shutting himself up like a hermit; from vaunting good birth and multifarious learning to recognizing his worthlessness that kept him from joining a holy fraternity; from abundance of riches to the impoverishment of an anchorite, with one servant who bought the provision for their "poor life ", is bewildering in its almost pantomimic rapidity, and it has engendered in me much doubt as to whether it be true or whether it must be regarded as a specimen of a medical advertisement of the sixteenth century.
In the year 1567 there was published at Venice a collection of receipts ascribed to Jeronimo Ruscelli, which it seemed might clear up all obscurity connected with Alexis. This book is mentioned by a few authorities, but the accounts are very vague. The book is excessively rare but there is a copy in the Bibliotheque Mazarine at Paris. It contains however only the first part, though that is what appears to be of most importance for the identification of Alexis. There is a completer copy containing botlh parts, in the Biblioteca Nazionale at Florence. The book may be described as follows:- In the Mazarine Copy the words " Prima Parte" lhave been partially erased.
In the copy at Florence the first part agrees with the preceding. The second part runs on continuously with the first in signatures and folio numbers, without a title page. This copy wants Nnil. It may be observed that the "Tavola" at the beginning contains the titles of the receipts in both parts.
A notable thing is that while the preliminary mnatter occupies tlhree sheets, marked a, b, c, the Registro takesno notice of them but gives one sheet marked:
only. The explanation of this discrepancy which suggests itself to me is that originally there was only enough preliminary matter to fill a sheet, but after the work had been printed off it was found necessary to enlarge it, but by that time of course the Registro could not be altered. It is abare possibility that a copy of the Secreti Nuovi of Ruscelli exists somewhere which containsone sheet marked , instead of the three marked a, b, c.
The foundation for Sansovino's statement is, I suppose, what is affirmed by Ruscelli in the Proemio. That has next to be considered.
It contains a lengthy account of the origin and organization of an Academy, or Society, for scientific experimental research. He narrates that when he was living in the Kingdom of Naples-some years before he went to Venice-in a " famous town," the name of whichhe does not specify, and being in a company of twentyfour persons of distinction along with the Lord of the district, this Philosophical Society was founded. He gives details of the original twenty-four members, who with three additional members made up the mystic number of twenty-seven; their social position,nationality, income, and the contributions which they respectively paid into the Society's exchequer. Altogether the Society was able to lay out usually five thousand gold crowns (scudi) per annum. He next describes the various people employed by this " Academia "; two apothecaries or druggists, two goldsmiths, two perfumers, a painter, four herbalists, all of whom were kept at the Society's expense, with suitable salaries. There were, besides, two classes of servants, those who attended to theaffairs of the house, and to everything connected with the daily life of the inmates, and those who were employed solely in the work of the " Filosofia " -as it was called-as in carrying water, pounding, building furnaces, looking after the fires, vessels, lutes and all other duties connected with the experimental operations, and these were the assistants of the specialists above mentioned.
On the first Sunday of every month there was a meeting of the whole staff, when reports were given in of all that had been doing since the previous meeting.
The primary design was to study and investigate natural phenomena in order to become better acquainted with them. To this was added the employment of the knowledge thus acquired in Medicine and the arts required for human wants. The members wished to instruct themselves and to benefit the world at large by bringing to certainty and true knowledge so many most useful and important secrets of all kinds, for all sorts and conditions of people, rich and poor, learned and unlearned, male and female, old and young. They thus continued for some years to make constant experiments upon secrets, whether mentioned in printed books or in old or new manuscript collections.
Next follows an account of the house, or laboratory which we call by its own proper name La Filosofia." It is unnecessary here to go into the details of the selection of the site, the plan and style of the building, and the working appliances which it contained. It is extremely interesting as showing that in Italv, nearly three hundred and fifty years ago, there had been thought out a scheme for a Society which, in a suitable house, should carry out systematically researches particularly into the chemical properties of matter, and into the applications of the results to Medicine and technology. Thie scheme is one more proof, that in Italy in the sixteenth century classical literature and antiquities were not the sole subjects of study, or the only paths to culture. WVhen Ruscelli has concluded the description of the building, its courts and recreation grounds, he proceeds:
In this place (the courtyard) we often miiet and discussed what we did daily, and here I collected all the secrets following and those earlier ones which I published a few years ago of Donno Alessio Piemrontese, the which in truth were all collected in the aforesaid Academly and wvere tried and found out by our suiecessful company. And he concludes this Proemo, or introduction, by saying that, according to their rules, he published his collection with the permission of the "Principe" and the associates, and makes reference to the severe illness which had reduced his strength and confined him constantly to his bed. From this illness he died before he could print his new collection, and so it came into Sansovino's hands. Unfortunately iieither Sansovino's dedication, nor Ruscelli's Proemio, is dated. Thus there is no indication in it of the year of Ruscelli's deatlh.
The ascription of the work to Ruscelli, possibly on the strenglh of the preceding, was apparently first made by his contemporary Jeronimo Muzio in a passage (luoted below. The same view was held in 1583 by Ciaconius,' who, after quoting the book and its translations, says: " Hieronymus Ruscellius is the author, and he published it under the pseudonym of Alexius Pedemontanus." He gives no authority for this remark, though it is obviously based on the Secreti Nuovi.
Considering what Sansovino says in his dedication about Ruscelli's fame, one might conclude that something was known about him. But this is the first difficulty that presents itself: who was Hieronymo Ruscelli of Viterbo, the alchemist? I have not met with his name in any of the histories of that subject. The chief person of the name with whom I am acquainted was the author of Letters, but after inspecting many catalogues I have met witth nothing like the present work under his name, and nothing to identify the two Ruscellis.
It will not have been forgotten that, in his desire to give every one due credit, he tells his readers that a receipt for the cure of "pleuriticke apostumes" was imparted to him at Bologna in 1543 by a gentleman called Girolamo Ruscelli. Certain comments can be made on this statement, though it is hard to say which one, if any, can be justified. Firstly, it may be that we have here a bit of by-play on the part of the author to preserve his incognito. Hieronymo Ruscelli, the author, calling himself Alessio or Alexis, drags in his own name as the authority for a certain preparation. It has been done rather cleverly, because he has quoted this name only once. Several allusions to it would have been clumsy, and might have raised suspicion, but by a dexterous single reference precisely the desired effect has been produced and the reader is thrown off the scent of the authorship. No one would suspect that the pseudonymous author, Alexis, would quote himself as an authority under his own name, Ruscelli, as a personal acquaintance. If, however, the statements by Sansovino, Ruscelli and Muzio be accepted as true, one must be also prepared to believe that Ruscelli did treat himself as a friend of Alexis-in other words, such an interpretation of Alessio's one reference to Ruscelli is required (could be put forward only because it would be required) to justify the statement that Alessio is identical with a pseudonym for Ruscelli. The whole thing is unsupported by any evidence, and I doubt whether those who have insisted upon the identification on the strength of Sansovino's preface are aware of this allusion to Ruscelli in the text of Alexis. If, instead, it be assumed that Alessio's narrative is as reliable as Sansovino's, this reference supplies a distinct proof that Alessio is quite a different person from Ruscelli, with whom, however, he was acquainted and in communication. In this view, which is simple and straightforward, and is therefore more likely to be the true one, Alessio gives his authority without any ulterior design whatever. There is a possible third interpretation, namely that Hieronymo Ruscelli, the alleged author of the book, is a different person from Hieronymo Ruscelli the authority for the secret in question. There is, however, absolutely no evidence on the point and one could be driven to entertain it at all only as another way of supporting the truth of Sansovino's allegation without sacrificing one's belief in the honesty of Ruscelli. The only thing that can be said in its favour is that it is preferable to the first explanation-being honest.
As in the case of Alexis' story, so in this of Sansovino and R'scelli, any attempt to controvert or criticize it is useless. There are no facts against it, and the claim is advanced with such an air of uncontradictable certainty, that one must accept or reject it as a whole, for every other story is not only excluded, but is not even noticed.
It may be admitted that Ruscelli's Academy is quite as plausible as Alexis' patient. There is something besides very fascinating in the conception of such a society, and apart altogether from the truth or falsity of the narration, and apart from whether or not the idea was ever embodied and carried out, it is a most striking proposal to have been started in the year 1567.1 But did it exist ?
With regard then to the two versions of the origin of this collection of practical receipts, iny conclusion, notwithstanding my doubts as to the genuineness of Alexis' remorse, is this: neither may be true, or either may be true, but it is impossible that both can be true. If either be true I am inclined to favour the older story. First, just because it was first in the field, before there was any inducement to alter it; secondly, because it is supported by internal evidence in the first part, both by dates and by the mention of Hieronymo Ruscelli as a distinct personage. Third, because the only reason to doubt it is a willingness to assent to the account of the origin of the collection. Fourth, because Ruscelli's claims rest on a series of fictions.
Sansovino's account, based on Ruscelli's, on the other hand, came out ten or twelve years later, and while he professedly gives the true statemeent of the authorship, he never once takes notice of Alexis' preface. Sansovino must have known what Alexis said about his parentage, travels and mode of collecting his information, and yet he repeats an absolutely incompatible view of the matter without ever hinting that they are so. Ruscelli says that Alexis' Secrets were collected in this Academy. This is not only quite different from what Alexis says, but it ignores his account altogether; passes it by as if it had never existed. Now was Ruscelli the author of Alexis' preface, and if so what was his object in prefacing the book with a deliberate fabrication-not to use a terser word ? If he was not the author of it how does it come there at all, and being there why does he not notice and repudiate it as a tissue of untruths ? But if he was the author of it, what proof is there that his elaborate description of an experimental Academy which existed for at least ten years is not equally untrue ? We should have only his word to go by in both cases. And yet twelve years later he ignores it and gives another account which is quite incompatible with it and the later account of the origin of the Secrets.
Whatever opinion may be formed after a critical examination of the preceding statements regarding the authorship of the Secreti of Alexis, and the Secreti Nuovi of Ruscelli, there is no doubt about the existence af both Ruscelli and Sansovino. A brief recapitulation of what is said about them is almost necessary in connection with the present question. (The book, with Alexis' preface, went broadcast for centuries-that with Ruscelli's claim never reached a second edition-and I know of only the two copies described above.) Jeronomo or Girolamo Ruscelli was a native of Viterbo. From his earliest years he was trained in the best learning and while still a lad was received into the Court of Cardinal Marini Grimani, and followed him to Aquileia, or rather Utini. From there, he was sent at the expense of the Cardinal, who admired his talents and ability, to Padua where he completed his studies as a diligent pupil of Donatus of Verona and Buonamici of Bassana. He accompanied his patron to Rome and began to shine amongst those most distinguished for their learning, and as it was the fashion of the time to cultivate elegance in speaking and writing, he turned all his attention to this object, and endeavoured to illustrate his native tongue in numerous writings. He soon became famous throughout Europe for his erudition, but, like Ludovico Dolce, his school companion and the dearest of his friends, he remained poor.
He died at Venice at a comparatively early age, and was buried in the same grave with Dolce. There is some confusion about the date of his death. The year 1569 is stated, but this cannot be correct if the Secreti Nuovi which appeared in 1567 was published after his death according to Sansovino. In that case the year 1565, as given by Dela Monnoye, is more likely to be correct.
He was the author of numerous works, lists of which are given by several writers. They consist of annotations on Boccaccio, Ariosto, Giovio, &c., &c.; extracts from the poets, letters of princes, commentaries on the Italian language, rules of Italian verse, and similar literary and critical topics. By none of the authorities is there any allusion to the Secreti Nuovi, to Ruscelli as the author or to Sansovino as the editor of it.
Whether Muzio gave the true reason or not, the secrecy or pseudonymity which Ruscelli wished to maintain seems to have been well preserved: " per avventura fece egli questa metamorfosi in virtui della sua alchimia, donde ne nacque il libro publicato sotto il nome di D. Alessio di Piemonte."' Muzio, if anyone, ought to have known the facts, for he was not only a contemporary of Ruscelli, but corresponded with him, and one letter at least is extant. or " Proemio," by the author Signor Ieronimo Ruscelli, which occupies the first seven leaves of the book. I shall state briefly what these contain relative to the identification of Ruscelli and Alexis.
In his dedication Sansovino speaks as follows:-Ieronimo Ruscelli, a man of great learning, who took much pleasure in Alchemy, was wvell known in our days for his many gifts. Having, in the years gone by, learned from the art many valuable secrets respecting medicine, as well as about minerals and metals, and wishing to confer some benefit on the world, he gave to the press under the feigned name of Donno Alessio of Piedmont, the first part of his labours, with such good success, that from then till now, everybody knowing the profit to be derived from those secrets, they have been printed and are still printing in an infinite number. Whereupon Ruscelli stirred by this, to the end that he might furnish the best conclusion to his ventursome beginning, put his hand to the second part, in which he has striven to supply what was perchance lacking in the first; and having brought it to a due close, and being forestalled by death, left it to his heirs and relations' to publish. This second part, which forms the present work, has come to my hands from the said heirs, and as it is not meet that it should be hidden away, so as to defraud the needy in their occasions of the good to be obtained therefrom, I have at last put it out under your illustrious name; and not without cause: for, being a man naturally disposed to assist others, you making open profession of the same: it has seemed to me, that the perusal of it, which abounds with profit, would be agreeable to you.... In this (as in the title-page) there is no uncertainty. Ruscelli published his first collection under the pseudonym of Alexis, and this after gatherings in this second part were put out under his own name, subsequent to his death, perhaps from the illness which he himself mentions in his Proemio.
I do not put forward what has now been said as by any means the last word on the subject, because it is possible that there are unused, because unknown, sources of information, which may settle the matter definitely in favour of one of the alternatives which i hare shown to exist, or in some other way which I have not anticipated. Possibly among the Secreti nuovi there may be some allusion which would solve the difficutlty, but I have not had the opportunity of reading that book through. I have meantime done no more than state the difficulties and contradictions; I am far from saying that Ruscelli was not the real Alexis, still farther that he could not be; but it would require a great deal more than a claim advanced by him or an affirmation made by him, self-convicted as he stands of contradictory stories, to make me believe that he was.
PART II.-BIBLIOGRAPHY.
If a book has a wide circulation over a long period, it of necessity supplies a walnt, and the teaching must influence to a great extent the ideas of its readers and those who put its directions in operation. In this sense therefore the work of Alexis may be regarded as one of the most important productions of the sixteenth century. Reference to the printed table will show that the book was published in parts at successive dates.
The first part consists of six books, and this must be regarded as the genuine work of Alexis, whoever he was. This part is practically the same in all the editions and translations which I have consulted. It is different, however, with the second, third, and fourth parts, which are quite different in some of the editions and versions.
Confining our attention in the meantime to the first part, the editions of it which I have seen, viz., the 1557 French and 1558 English, agree in containing only a preface, and Alexis' address to the reader. But in the earliest edition of the Italian, whether of Pesaro or Milan (2), there is another preface of Alexis in which he gives an account of his version of the work.
In the epistle prefixed to the Italian of 1557 he tells us that in the previous year, actuated by the motives consequent upon the death of the man whom he had refused to assist until it was too late, he had compiled the first p)art of his Secrets.
The first draft, which he distinctly states was in Latin, was sent on in such a hurry to Venice to be l)rinted that he had no opportunity to make a fair copy, and so it went ill written, muddled, and full of additions and corrections.
A few months later he heard that it had appeared in Italian, and was welcomed by averybody, for all which he was most grateful and returned thanks to God. He was busy at the time with a second part containing secrets of great importance, when having occasion to visit Milan he saw a copy of the book and bought it. On examination he found it very well done on the whole; but whether from the defective penmanship or errors in it or imperfect corrections, he observed a number of faults and inaccuracies in the copy he had bought. For this reason and hearing that the book was ouc of print, and that it was going to be reprinted, he postponed the publication of the second l)art and revised, corrected and enlarged the translation of the first l)art.
From this it would appear that the book was first written in Latin, translated from the MS. into Italian and pulblished in Venice. This second preface was prefixed to an edition of 1557-and the "previous'' year 1556 was that in which the book seems to have been first compiled and l)rinted-which, however, does not tally withi Brunet's edition of 1555. If the author's statement is to be taken literally, viz., that the first edition appeared in 1556, then either Brunet or the author is misinforming us. It is possible, however, that the preface in which he tells us this was really written in 1556 a little before the book was printed, and then the previous year would be 1555 -and Alexis would be referring to Bordogna's edition, which appeared in 1555. All this, however, is pure hypothesisan attempt made to reconcile Alexis' preface with Brunet's date. If one could only see a copy of the first edition what an amount of discussion and talk would be saved! One thing is quite certain: Alexis' original Latin was never printed.' Whlat came of it ? It is rather absurd when we remember that in 1559 the first part was translated into Latin by Wecker and in his preface he says he translated it to keep) up his knowledge of Italian, which he had acquired by residence in the country, and secondly to make a good book more generally accessible.
Looking about him for one suitable for his purpose, he encountered Alexis' wock, which he at once set about translating from Italian into Latin. In his preface Wecker makes no allusion to an original Latin edition. It is most unlikely that Wecker, who was living in Italy when the book first came out, would not have known whether it was in Italian and had been in Latin first. He c6rtainly goes clearly on the assumption that there was no Latin versioli before his own and says so distinctly on the title-page. So that after all, and in spite of the elaborate mendacity-shall I call it, of Ruscelli we have not got Alexis' original work at all. His Latin was rendered into Italian by a person-name unknown-and the Latin we have was made from the Italian and not by Alexis ! The French edition is distinctly made up and contains a quantity of matter which does not occur in the Italian at all and is certainly not by Alexis. The English translation was made from the French, not from the original Italian. This is obvious from a comparison of the three apart altogether from the statement of tlle translator.
In particular what is called the third part contains a translation of a series of tracts which appeared originally in German and in Dutch in the first half of the I "B Bibliographical Notes on Histories of Inventions and Books of Secrets," Glasgow Archteological Society's Procee(iligs, 1885. sixteenth century, passed through a variety of forms and were in part translated into English.' I have given elsewhere2 an account of all the editions of these tracts and their varieties, amounting in all to about fifty and stretching from 1531 to 1720. This tract is also contained in the English translation. The present paper therefore supplies a completed view of what I know at present about one of the most important of all the books of secrets-which I have attained only after some familiarity with the class of literature to which it belongs.
The following list is arranged according to languages with a separate short chronological table. When the name of the Library is not given, the description is drawn from a copy in the author's own possession.
[ This is the author's genuine second edition. The second letter is in none of the other copies and the additions to the 2nd, 4th, 5th and 6th books are wanting also. These will be found in the French edition of 1557. The first part contains Alessio's address to the reader, and the contents, followed by the text. Part two also contains an address, the contents and the text. It is in six books. The second part does not agree with the second part in English.
[23] 1560. D 
